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ABSTRACT 
This study reports on an intensive 
archaeological survey of the location proposed for an 
educational building at the Walhalla Fish Hatchery. 
The FiBh Hatchery is situated at the end of S-325, 
about 1.8 mJes north of SC 107 in northern Oconee 
County. The facilities coruiB! of a series of fish rearing 
tanks, support buJdings, and a manager's house. To 
tbs the S.C. Department of Natural Re•ources is 
proposing to add an educational buJding, situated on a 
hJkide at the northwestern edge of the complex. 
The addition will coruist of an 1,800 square 
foot educational building, a construction staging area, 
and a utility corridor, me .. uring about 30 feet wide by 
200 feet in length. Although these areas were to be 
.take.d prior to the survey, we found that only a general 
area had been designed. As a result 1 we surveyed an area 
partially situated within the exiBting fish hatchery fence 
and partially on the edge of a steep hillside mea.uring 
about 200 feet ea.I-west by 125 feet north-south and 
encompassing about 0.6 acre. This area was identified 
by the site manager as the approximate location of the 
proposed buJding. Also surveyed was a utility corridor 
running from an existing power pole situated to the 
north of a support huilding westward to the anticipated 
buJding site. This corridor, approximately 30 by 200 
feet, repreeents an additional 0.1 aare, The surveyed 
area has been marked in the field with paint blazes on 
perllneter trees. 
The proposed use of the tract will re.nit in 
clearing and grubbing, associated with exleruive grading 
and conBtruction. This ha.s the potential to damage or 
destroy any archaeological sites which might be present. 
The proposed construction will use federal funding and 
thiB study wa.s conducted in order to assist the S.C. 
Department of Natural Resources comply with the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as 
amended. The work wa. conducted under Purchase 
Order 00 002832 under a request for proposals dated 
January 6, 2000 and our proposal dated January 12, 
2000. 
Coruultation with the S.C. Department of 
Archives and History revealed no National Register 
properties in the immediate area. Likewise1 all 
investigation of the site files at the S.C. Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology revealed no previously 
recorded archaeological sites in the inunediste tract 
vicinity. Consultation with the S.C. Department of 
Natural Resources ArchaeologiBt, Mr. Chris Judge, 
revealed that flakes had been identified around the 
manager's house, situated about 300 feet to the east--
northeast of the project area. 
The archaeological survey consisted of shovel 
testing at SO-foot intervals throughout the tract. 
Although the steeply sloping areas and eroded soJs 
would have allowed less intensive survey in many areas, 
we chose lo standat:dize the survey to detemrine if any 
cultural materials might conceivably be found in areas 
traditionally thought to be unproductive. In addition, 
the aurvey area was so small that there was time to 
conduct this level of investigation. All shovel test fil! w.. 
screened through V<-inah mesh and the shovel tests were 
backfilled at the completion of the study. A total of 18 
shovel tests were excavated during the study. 
To the east we found extensive diB!urhance 
caused by the construction of a septic tank drainage 
field. To the west the survey area was bordered by a 
seriea of fish burial pits. In between, there was 
considerable slope to the north, whJe to the south, 
within the fenced area of the fish hatchery, we found 
that previous conshuction had removed at least the 
upper one to two feet of soil. There was a fairly narrow 
area of relatively flat terrace where shovel testing 
revealed deep soils (probably incorporating erosion 
deposition). No archaeological sites were identified in 
the survey aTea. 
We did identify two architectural sites in close 
proximity to the general survey area. 
Site U/73/0000/5080015.00 is the stone 
hatchery building constructed using WP A and CCC 
labor in 1937. Th.is buJding exhiliits excellent integrity 
and is an unusual representative of depression era 
construction in South Carolina. It is recommended 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places under Criteria A and C. Associated with 
the hatchery buJding is site 5080015.01, a fish rearing 
tank constructed in the mid-1950s to replace the 
circular tanks built by the CCC. This complex is 
situated 400 feet southeast of the proposed educational 
building. 
Site U/73/0000/5080016.00 is the 
weatherboarded manager's house, also constructed by 
WP A and CCC labor in 1937. The house is of frame 
construction on a rock foundation and is in excellent 
conduction, possessing exceptional integrity. This 
structure is associated with two garage-shops to the rear 
of the house (site 5080016.01), also both in good 
condition. This complex is also recommended eligible 
for inclusion on the National Register under Criteria A 
and C. This complex is situated about 300 lo 500 feet 
lo the east of the proposed new buJding site. 
It is possible that the proposed new building 
will visually intrude and affect the viewshed of these two 
building complexes. As a result, we recommend that the 
S.C. Department of Natural Resources develop plans 
that minimize this intrusion, perhaps by ensuring the 
new building is similar is form, mass, and siting as the 
existing buildings. We recommend that the Stale 
Historic Preservation Office be consulted to develop 
ways of minimizing the potential aHect of the new 
construction. 
It is possible that archaeological remains may 
be encountered in the corridor during construction. 
Construction crews should be advised to report any 
discoveries of concentrations of artifacts (such as 
bottles, ceramics, or projectile points) or brick rubble to 
the project engineer, who should in turn report the 
material to the State Historic Preservation Office or to 
the S.C. Department of Natural Resources 
Archaeologist (the process of dealing with late 
discoveries is discussed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3)). No 
construction should take place in the vicinity of these 
ii 
late discoveries until they have been examined by an 
archaeologist and, if necessary, have been processed 
according lo 36CFR800.13(b)(3). 
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Tb investigation was conducted by Dr. 
Michael T rink!ey and Mr. Tom Covington of Chicora 
Foundation, Inc. for the S.C. Department of Natural 
Resources. The survey area is parl of the 76.2 acre 
Walhalla Fish Hatchery, originally opei:ated by the 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries, Deparlrnent of Commerce 
(later the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), but deeded 
to the State of South Carolina in 1996. 
The survey was to examine an area proposed 
for the 'construction of a new education and visitor's 
center, at the northwest edge of the current fenced 
hatchery compound. The area to be •urveyed was to 
include an 1,800 square foot building footprint, a 
construction staging area, and the utility corridor 
connecting this building to the existing wateY, 
electricity, and sewage lines. 
The construction is anticipated to use federal 
funds and thi. •urvey was conducted to assist the S.C. 
Department of Natural Resources comply with the 
provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act. A 
request for proposals, dated fanuary 6, 2000 was 
distributed by the Department of Natural Resources, 
specifying that ti>e aYeas to be mrrveyed would be staked. 
Our proposed was submitted on January 12, 2000 and 
on February 22, 2000 a purchase order (Number 00 
002832) wa,, issued for the study. 'fhe field 
investigation was conducrted on March 13 and required 
a total of 4.5 person hours. 
The Walhalla Fish Hatchery is situated .bout 
15 miles north of the town of Walhalla in northern 
Oconee County, .bout 2.5 miles southeast of the point 
where Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina all 
touah one another. T'he fish hatchery is located at the 
end of S-325, about 1.8 miles north of its junction 
with SC 107 (Figures 1 and 2). 
The survey included an area measuring about 
200 feet east-west by about 120 feet north-,outh, for a 
total of .bout 0.6 acre. Also included was a utility 
corridor measuring .bout 30 feet in width by 200 feet 
in length, adding another 0.1 acre to the survey. 
The area is steeply sloping and very rugged. 
The fish hatchery itself is partially situated in the 
floodplain of Indian Camp River, although its 
construction also required that some grading of the 
adjoining slopes be conducted. T'he hatchery was 
conducted by CCC labor as a WP A project during the 
Depression. Many of the original buildings are still 
extant (sevei:al have been recorded by this study and are 
recommended as eligible for inalusion on the National 
· Register of Historic Places). The hatchery has seen 
additional modifications in the 1950s, when the 
original rucular rearing tanks were replaced by three 
rectangular pools. An oxygen supplementation aystem 
waB added in 1 990. In the 1960s additional support 
buildings were constructed and, in 1994, public 
res!Yooms were added. We have been unable to identify 
any infonnation on any previous archaeological studies 
which might have been conducted prior to these 
different projects. 
The background research for thi. current study 
largely relies on the information identified in the files of 
the S.C. Department of Natural Resources. Our work 
incorporated a review of the site filee at the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology 
(SCIAA) and tbe South Carolina State Historic 
Preservation office (SC SHPO) wa,, contacted for any 
information on any National Register buildings, 
districts, structures, sites, or objects in the vicinity of 
·the Walhalla Fish Hatchery. No archaeological sites or 
eligible National Register Properties were located in, or 
within the general area of, the tract. 
The primary goals of thi. study were to identify 
the archaeological resources located on the 0.7 acre 
1 
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SP!LLW"-~ 
igure 1. Vicinity of the Walhalla Fish Hatchery in northern Oconee County (base map is USGS State of Soul 
Carolina 1,500,000). 
INTRODUCTION 
igure 2. Pwject area of the W alhal!a Fish Hatchery (base map is USGS T amassee). 
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portion of the Walhalla Fish Hatchery proposed as the 
site of the new education building and visitor's center. 
The as~sment of the resources essentially involves the 
site's eligibility for inclUBion on the National Register of 
Historic Places, although Chicora Foundation provide. 
only an opinion of National RegiBter eligibility and the 
final determination is made by the lead agency in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) at the South Carolina Department of 
Archives and History (SCDAH). 
In order to identify archaeological resources 
within the 0.7 acre BUIVeY tract, a strategy of intensive 
shovel testing was employed. Thu. testing would help us 
determine the possible location of any archaeological 
resornces which might be present. 
It is commonly accepted in the archaeological 
literature that neither prebtoric nor historic sites are 
typically found on steeply sloping soils. A. a resnlt, such 
areas are rarely surveyed. In order to explore this 
assumption, we chose to examine all of the build.mg 
parcel, including those areas of sieeply sloping soils, 
using shovel tests at 50 foot intervals on transects 
spaced 50 feel apart. Although the study tract was 
small, we felt that this level of effort would contribute to 
our undenitanding of dynamics of aoJ preservation in 
such conterls, as well as help evaluate the need for 
aurvey in such areas on future projects. 
No archaeological sitea - on either a narrow 
terrace or on the sloping soils - were identified by the 
inveatigatioUB. 
Our atudy, however, did identify two 
architectural complexes in cloae proximity to the 
proposed building site. Theee architectural sites include 
the original 1937 fu.h hatchery building, the 1937 
superintendent's howe, the 1937 garage-workshop, and 
a 1937 garage for the superintendent's hoUBe. Also 
identified are the ca. 1950 rearing tanks wbich replaced 
the earlier CCC tanks. These complexes, becauae of 
their uniquenesa and excellent integrity, are 
recomn1ended eligible for inclusion on the Na ti on al 
Register of Historic Places under criteria A (asaociation 
with hu.toria evente or activities - the WP A and CCC 
building programs) and C (distinctive design m ph)"'ical 
characteristics). It iB likely, given the proximity of these 
4 
complexes to the proposed building site and the 
topography of the tract, that the viewshed of these 
buildings will be affected by the proposed consiruction. 
AE a result, we recommend that the S. C. Department 
of Natural Resourcea enter into discussiona with the 
State Hi$toric Preservation Office to minimize this 
effect. 
Curation 
Architectural site fonnB have been fJed with 
the South Carolina Department of Archives and 
History, with copies provided to the S.C. Department 
of Natural Resources. Since no archaeological sites were 
identili.ed, the field~ notes and photographic materials 
resulting from these investigatione will be maintained by 
Chicora foundation, with copies also forwarded to the 




The project area, in the extreme northwestern 
corner of South Carolina, is located in Oconee County. 
The southeastern portion of Oconee, comprising about 
42°/o of its territory, is situated in the Piedmont and is 
characterized by a well defined dendritic drainage system 
and rolling topography. Elevations in this area average 
about 690 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). Moving 
to the northwest the line of separation between the 
Piedmont and what are often referred to as the 
"foothills" is indistinct. The traveler notices that the 
land is becoming steeper, the roads more winding, and 
that travel is more difficult. Elevations range from 
about 780 feet to 2,200 feet AMSL. These foothills 
comprise about 35°/o of the county. The division 
between the foothills and the Blue Ridge Mountains, 
which comprise the remaining 23°/o of the county, is 
more variable. In some areas a change occurs abruptly, 
while in other areas the shift: is more subtle. Regardless, 
elevations in the Blue Ridge Mountains of Oconee 
average between 2,200 feet and 3,400 feet AMSL. The 
project area falls into this last physiographic division. 
Oconee County is bordered to the southeast by 
Anderson County and to the east by Pickens County. 
On the north it is bordered by North Carolina Uackson 
and Transylvania counties), while to the southwest it is 
bordered by Georgia. The Seneca, Keowee, and 
T oxaway rivers form the bulk of the county's eastern 
boundary, while to the northwest is the Chattooga 
River, creating the boundary between Oconee and 
Georgia. To the southwest this boundary is created by 
the T ugaloo River. 
The Blue Ridge Province consists of 
mountains that are the remnants of former highlands 
that antedate the lower peneplains on either side 
(Fenneman 1938). In geological terms they are 
classified as "subdued," indicating that their height and 
steepness are so far lost that only a relatively thin 
mantle of decayed rock remains over the underlying 
bedrock. Talus slopes 
and bare cliffs, while 
present, are rare. 
Summits are commonly 
rounded and true 
mountain peaks are 
infrequent. Compared to 
ranges such as the Rocky 
Mountains, the Blue 
Ridge is not high. 
Moreover, the climate in 
the area is far more 
humid and this has also 
helped to round the 
peaks. 
The survey 
__________ ,---:-~--· __ n --- -~ -i 
tract is situated in an 
area called the 
Chattooga Ridge and 
elevations range from igure 3. View of the survey tract. 
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about 2,500 lo nearly 3,100 feetAMSL. Surrounding 
the area are other ridges or sn1all sections of mountain 
ranges, with names such as Med.lin Mountain, Slattern 
Ridge, and White Rock Knob. Between a'" a range of 
drainages, including Bee Creek, Wilson Creekr White 
Knob Creek, and- in the survey area - Indian Camp 
Brnnch (or creek) and the East Fmk of the Chattooga 
River. 
Much of Indian Camp Creek is found bordered 
by sleep topography, or gorge slopes, but al the Walhalla 
Fish Hatche'Y their is a opening in the mountains and 
a small, narrow area of floodplain, where Indian Camp 
Branch joins with the East Fork of the Chattooga and 
flows weatwardly. It is likely that al one time there was 
an "Indian Camp" on this floodplain, although 
e>.iensive twentieth cenlU')' development has probably 
destroyed what was once present. 
rhe survey area is situated at the northwestern 
edge of the floodplain created by the juncture of these 
two watercourses. Although at first it appears that a 
portion of the study area is on the floodplain, more 
careful examination reveals that the flat topography was 
the result of previous grading. Actually, virtually all of 
the study "'ea is situated on the edge of a gorge slope. 
Elevations in the bh hatche'Y are about 2,400 feet 
AMSL. 
Geolo& and Soils 
!he rocks that make up the province include 
Precambrian granite and gneiss, while to the south 
there is a.kc a thick layer of late Precambrian 
sedimentary rocks, consisting of poorly sorted silts-tones, 
•andstones, and conglomerates {Hunt 1967). Elsewhere 
there are a crystalline schists - metamorphic rocks 
created during the process of the mountain building. 
Mills observed that, "stupendous mounts of solid rock 
rear their everlasting summits in the northern part of 
this distric..'1; and rocks of granite and gneiss are found 
everywhere" (Mills 1972 [1826]:631). 
!he project area is characterized by three broad 
soil associations. The Hayesville-Cecil-Halewood. 
Association consists of moderately shallow to deep, well-
drained soils in gently sloping lo sleep areas, typically 
with a yellowiEh-brown subeoil. The Poru-Halewood 
b 
Association consists of shallow to moderately deep well-
drained soils in very steep, rough, broken areas. Here 
there is a yellowish-brown to dark-brown subsoil. Also 
present are areas of Talladega-Madison Association. 
This association consisbi of excessively drained soils on 
narrow ridges and on steep to very steep1 broken slopes, 
as well as well drained soils on broad ridgetops and more 
gentle slopes. In other words, the project area exhibits 
considerable variation, depending on slope and the 
nature of the parent material. 
Byrd (l 963:Map 2) identifies two specific soils 
in the project "'ea. In the floodplain itself is "local 
alluvial land." lb is a miscellaneous soil type 
consisting of young, deep, well-drained, fertile soils that 
have weakly developed soil horizans. They have been 
depooted in the broad, low, flat dep=sions al the bases 
of slopes. New material ti! constantly being deposited-
hence soil horizon development is linuted. Byrd 
(1963:68) notes that there is considerable variation, 
although there is generolly an Ap horizon of up lo 1.5 
fool consisting of dark brown lo ve'Y dark brown 
(10YR4/3 lo 10YR2/2) sandy loam or loam. The 
underlying soils can range from an additional A horizon 
material lo a B horizon. These are the soils which would 
characterize the southern portion of the Fish Hatahe')'. 
Elsewhere, however, the soils consist of 
Halewood fine sand loams, typically with slopes of 25 lo 
40o/o. Where there is little erosion (areas of 2 to 6°/o 
slope) the soil profile consists of about 0. 9 fool of 
yellowish-red (5YR5/6) fine sand loam overlying a B 
horizon of yellowish-brown (10YR5/6) fine sandy clay 
loam lo about 1.4 fool. Below this the clay content 
increases (Byrd 1963:59-61). As the slopes increase, 
the horizons become less distinct and the overall profile 
depth is more shallow, the result of erosion. 
In spite of the exceptional slopes found in the 
region, LoW')' (1934) notes that there is little erosion in 
this portion of Oconee County. !he stability of the soils 
is laigely the result of very limited cultivation in the 
.region, with farming typically confined lo the flat 
bottomlands. There just wasn't much of an opportunity 
for erosion since so little of the land was accessible. 
Erosion has actually increased in the twentieth century 
as many tracts began lo be logged. 
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
Historically, 
Mills observed that the 
soils in this region 
were of various types, 
although generally 
"thin" and "bottomed 
mostly on red clay" 
(Mills 1972 
[1826]:673). He ako 
noted that the areas of 
best cultivation were in 
the "rich bottom 
lands" where "wheat 
Indian corn, cotton, 
rice, barley, oats, 
hemp, flax, indigo, 
buckwheat, Irish and 
sweet" potatoes" were 
grown (Mills 
1972{1826] :67 4). 
igure 4. Vegetation is the survey area, view to the east. 
Elevation, latitude, and distance from the coast 
work together to affect the cfunate of South Carolina. 
In addition, the more westerly mountains block or 
moderate many of the cold air masses that flow across 
the state from west to east. Even the very aold air 
masses which cross the mountains are -wanned 
somewhat by compression kfore they descend on the 
Piedmont and adjacent Sand Hill.. 
The climate of Oconee, however, is divided 
into two belts. In the study area (and much of the more 
north em portion of the county), the climate ;,, affected 
by the higher elevations. Rainfall is greater and 
generally well d;,,tributed throughout the year. Winters 
are cold, tvith an average temperature of 39°P and the 
BUllll11erB are mild, with an average of 71 °F. The 
growing season averages about 189 days (Byrd 
1963:83). 
Mills described the climate aa "one of the best 
in United States, and equal to any in the world" noting 
that the temperature was "seldom below 18° in winter, 
and that for only a few days; in summer it never is over 
90° to 97°; and this lasts only for about ten days in the 
early part of July" (Mill. 1972 [1826]:677). Mills waa 
W.ely speaking of Pendleton, which is further to the 
southeast, in the upper Piedmont. In the project area 
the summer temperatures rarely reach the 90s. 
Floristic• 
The natural vegetation of the project area is 
claasilied by Braun (1950) aa the Southern 
Appalachians of the Oak-Chestnut Forest Region. 
Braun notes that because of the diversity in topogrnphy 
and range in altitude, there "are great differences in 
forest vegetation" {Braun 1950:196). She observes that 
many classify the vegetation into three distinct 
categories: moist slope and cove, dry slope and ridge, 
and spruce forests. Barry (1980) recognize• this 
diversity and proposes a range of vegetative types, 
including riverbanks and alder zones, floodplain forests, 
mixed mesophytic forests - cove segregates, mixed 
mesophytic forests - slope segregates, ridgetops and 
upland oak forests, pine forests, and rock communities. 
In the srudy area there seem to be renmants of 
at least two of these - the floodplain forest and mu.:ed 
mesophytic forest - slope segregate. In the lower 
elevations, largely taken over by the fuh hatchery, there 
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are both comfm and hardwoods. The conifern include 
a few shortleaf pine and white pine, as well as a number 
of hemlock. The hardwood. include eweetguru and red 
maple. As Barry (1980:28) observes, these forests are 
often dramatically altered by years of logging and 
agriculture. As you move up the slopes the floodplain 
forest ;,, replaced by the mixed mesophytic forest-slope 
segregate. Here the hemlock declines and iB replaced by 
hardwoods such as hickory and oak. Other canopy trees 
include black gum, white ash, red maple, and beech .. 
The underslory tends to be dominated by dogwood, 
sourwood, and black locust (Barry 1980:35). 
While Mill. didn't point out the variation in 
P endletdon district and associate it with topography or 
elevation, he did note the number of different types of 
trees present (MilJ.1972 [1826]:682). He al.so noted 
the range of fruit trees being grown in the first quarter 
of the nineteenth century, including apple, peach, pear, 
cherry, plum, and quince. Even grapes were being grown 
in the lower elevations. 
Today, much of the vegetation around the 
Fish Hatchery has been affected by the site 
management. The upper slopes are probably least 
affected. but the floodplain has been extensively altered 
by the creation of the hatchery, the pumping station lo 
provide water to the rearing tanks, and the access road 
into the facility. Even the slopes have been altered to 
some minor degree by the creation of the septic tank 
field - which ;,, today becoming overgrown with plants 
characteristic of disturbed habitats. The area to the west 
of the survey ha.cl appears to have been extensively 
graded, and today th;,, area;,, dominated by grass, while 
on the periphery there are a number of f;,,h burial sites, 
al.a dominated by plants associated with dist=bed a<eas. 
The side slopes have very little understory vegetation 
and movement is, in general very easy. 
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Overviews for South Carolina's prehistory, 
whtle of differing lell!llhs and complexity, are available 
ill virtually every compliance report: prepared. There are, 
in addition, some 11classic11 sources well worth attention, 
such as Joffre Coe's Fonnative Cultures (Coe 1 Q64), as 
well as some new general overviews (such as Sassaman 
el al. 1990 and Goodyear and Hanson 1989). Also 
exhemely helpful, perhaps even essential, are a handful 
of recent local synthetic statements, such as that offered 
by Sassaman and Ande'8on (1994) for the Middle and 
Late Archaic and by Anderson et al. (19921) for the 
Paleoindian and Early Archaic. Only a few of the many 
sources are included in this study, hut they should be 
adequate to give the reader a "feel" for the area and help 
establish a context for the various sites identified in the 
study areas. For those desiring a more general synthesis, 
perhaps the most readable and well balanced is that 
offered by Judith Bense (l 9Q4), Ada.o/ogy of Jie 
SoutJ1easfm-1 [Tnited States: Paleoitulian to World War I. 
Figure S offers a generalized view of South Carolina's 
cultural periods. 
Paleoindian Period 
The Paleoindian Period, most commonly dated 
from about 12,000 lo 10,000 B.P., is evidenced by 
basally thinned, side-notch projectile pointe; fluted, 
lanceolate projecttle points, side scrapers, end scrapers; 
and drills (Coe 1964; Michie 1977; WilliaTDJl 1965). 
The Paleoindian occupation, while widespread, 
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are 
most frequently found along major river drainages, 
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an 
economy 11oriented toward the exploitation of now 
extinct mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124). Survay data 
for Paleoindian tools, most notably fluted points, is 
somewhat dated, but has been summarized by Charles 
and Michie 1992). They reveal a widespread distribution 
across the state (see also Anderson l 992b:Figure 5.1) 
with at least several concentrations relating to intensity 
of collector activity. 
DistincHve projecttle points include lanceoktes 
such as Clovis, Dalton, perhaps the Hardaway, and Big 
Sandy (Coe 1964; Phelps 1983; Oliver 1985). A 
temporal sequence of Paleoindian projectile points was 
proposed by Williams (1965:24-51), hut according to 
Phelps (1983:18) there iB little etratigraphlc or 
chronometric evidence for it. While tbs is certainly 
true, a number of authors, such as Anderson (l 992a) 
and Oliver (1985) have assembled impressive dats sets. 
We are inclined to believe that whtle often not 
conclUBively proven by stratigraphic excavatioru; (and 
such proof may be an unreasonable expectation), there 
is a large body of circumetantial evidence. The weight of 
this evidence tends to provide considerable support. 
Unfortunately, relatively little iB known about 
Paleoindian subsistence strategies, settlement systems, 
or social organization (see, however, Anderson 19921 
for an excellent overview and synthesis of what is 
known). Generally, archaeologists agree that the 
Paleoindian groups were at a band level of society, were 
nomadic, and were both hunters and foragers. While 
population density, based on isolated finds, is thought 
to have been low, Walthall suggests that toward the end 
of the period, 11there was an increase in population 
density and in territoriality and that a number of new 
resource areas were beginning to be exploited" (Walt hall 
1980:30). 
Anderson (l 992b:32) suggests that the 
comparatively low density of Paleoindian diagnostics in 
South Carolina may be becaUBe the state could have 
been on the edge of the ranges of groups centered in 
other areas. He suggests that permanent settlements 
elsewhere probably occurred later in the Paleoindian 
period, only when population level. had grown 
appreciably in these centers. This would help to explain 
the overlap in stylistic traditions (such as the Clovis, 
Suwannee, Simpson, and Dalton) observed in South 
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Carolina which perhaps resulted from populations 
expanding outwarcla from these centers. 
Archaic Period 
The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000 
to 3,000 B.P.1, doeB not form a sharp break with the 
Paleoindian Period, but IB a slow transition 
characterized by a modern climate and an increase in 
the diveniity of material culture. Associated with this is 
a re1ance on a broad speciru.m of small mammals, 
althougb the white tailed deer - likely !he mos! 
commonly exploited animal. Archaic period 
assemblages, exemplified by corner-notched and broad-
stemmed projectile points, are fairly common, perhaps 
because the swamps and drainages offered especially 
attractive ecotones. 
Many researchers have reported da!a suggestive 
of a noticeable popula!ion increaae from the Paleoindisn 
into the Early Archaic. This has tentatively been 
associated with a greater emphasis on foraging. 
Diagnostic Early Archaic artifacts include the Kirk 
Corner Notched point. As the climate became hotter 
and drier than the previous PJeoindian period, 
1 The terminal point for the Archaic is no clearer 
than that for the Paleoindian and many researchers suggest a 
!enninal date of 4,000 B.P. rather than 3,000 B.P. The<e;, 
also the question of whether ceramics, suoh as -the fiber-
tempered Stallings ware, will he included as Archaio, or will 
he included with the Woodland. Oliver, for example, argues 
that the inclusion of ceramice with Late .fu:chaic attributes 
11complicates and confuses classification and interpretation 
needle,,sly" (Olive, 1981,20). He comment. tha! accordmg le 
the original definition of the Archaic, it 11represents a 
precera1nic horizon" and that 11the presence of ceramics 
provides a convenient marker for i:ieparation of the Archaic 
and Woodland period. (Oliver 1981,21). Othern would 
counter that such an approach ignores cultural continuity and 
forces an arlificial, and perhaps unrealistic, separation. 
s.,saman and AndeJ>on (1994,38-44), for BKample, mclude 
Stallings and Thom11l Creek wares in their di.cicussion of "Late 
Archaic Pottery." While this issue haB been of cousid.erable 
importance along the Carolina and Georgia coasts, it has 
never al±ected the Pi.edmon'c., which seenu; to have embraced 
pollecy far later, well mtc the conventional Woodland period. 
The importance of the issue in the Sandhills, unfortunately, 
ii! not well known. 
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resulting in vegetational changes, it also affected 
,ettlement patterning ae evidenced by a long-term Kirk 
ph..,e midden deposit at the Hardaway site (Coe 
l 9b4,60). This is believed to have been the result of a 
ohange in subsistence strategies. 
Settlements during the Early Archaic suggest 
the presence of a few very large, and apparently 
intensively occupied, sites which can best be considered 
base camps. Hardaway might be one such site. In 
addition, there were nwnerous small sites which produce 
only a few artifacts - these are the 11network of tracks11 
mentioned by Ward (1983,65). The base camps 
produce a wide range of artifact types and raw materials 
which has suggested to many researchera long-term, 
perhaps seasonal or multi-seasonal, occupation. In 
contrast, the smaller sites are thought of as special 
purpose or foraging sitea (see Ward 1983,67). 
Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P.) 
diagnostic artifacts include Morrow Mountain, 
Guilford, Stanly and Halifax projectile point.. Much of 
our best information on the Middle Archaic comes from 
sites inverligated west of the Appalachian Mountains, 
such as 'the work by Jeff Chapman and his students in 
!he Little Tennessee River Valley (for a general ov~ew 
see Chapman 1977, l 985a, 19851). There is good 
evidence that Middle b:chaic hthic technologies 
changed dramatically. End scrapers, at times associated 
-with Paleoindian traditions, are discontinued, raw 
matenals tend to reflect the greater use of locally 
avaJable materials, and mortars are initially introduced. 
Associated with these technological changes thece seem 
To also be some significant cultural modifications. 
Prepared burials hegin to more commonly occur and 
storage pits are identified. The work at Middle Archaic 
river valley sites, with their evidence of a diverse floral 
and faunal subsistence base, seems to stand in stark 
contrast to Caldwell's Middle Archaic "Old Quartz 
Industry11 of Georgia and the Carolinas, where axes, 
choppers, and ground and polished stone tools are very 
rare. 
The Late Archaic, usually dated from 6,000 to 
3,000 or 4,000 B.P., is characterized by the 
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River 
projectile points (Coe 1964). These people continued to 
intensively exploit the uplands much like ea<lier Archaic 
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Cultural Phase 
Date Period Piedmont South Appalachia 
1700 -
Proto historic Oldtown Qualia 
1600 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Mississippian Pee Dee 
Lamar 
Pisgah 













I 200 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Late Archaic 
Savannah River 
4000 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - -
Guilford/MALA 
Middle Archaic Morrow Mountain 
Stanly 
6000 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Bifurcate 
Early Archaic Palmer/Kirk 
Dalton 
8000 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Paleoindian 
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groups with, the bulk of our data for this period coming 
from the Uwharrie region in North Carolina. 
In addition to the presence of Savannah River 
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction 
of steatite vessels (see Coe 1964:112-113; Sassaman 
1993), polished and pecked stone artifacts, and grinding 
stones. Some also include the introduciion of fiber-
tempered pottery ahout 4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic 
(for a discussion see Sassaman and Andenion 1994:38-
44). Thi. innovation is of special importance along the 
Georgia and South Carolina coasts, but seems to have 
had only minimal impact in the upland.. of South or 
N orlh Carolina. 
There is evidence that during the Late Archaic 
the Climate began to approximate modern alimatic 
conditions. Rainfall increased resulting in a more lush 
vegetation pattern. -The pollen record indicates an 
increase in pine which reduced the oak-hickory nut 
masts which previo,,.ly were so widespread. Thi. change 
probably affecled settlement patterning since nut masts 
were now more isolated and concentrated. From 
research in the Savannah River valley near Aiken, 
South Carolina, Sassaman has found considerable 
diversity in Late Archaic site types with sites occurring 
in. virtually every upland environmental zone. He 
suggests that this more complex settlement pattern 
evolved frorn an increasingly complex socio-economic 
system. While it is unlikely that thi. model can be 
simply transferred tD the Sandhilk of South Carolina 
without an extensive review o{ site data and micro-
environmental data, it does demonstrate one approach 
to understanding the transition from Archaic to 
Woodland. 
W ood\and Period 
The Woodland period begins, by definition, 
with the introduction of fired clay pottery about 2000 
B.C. along the South Carolina coast and much later in 
the Carolina Piedmont, about 500 B.C. Regardless, the 
period from 2000 to 500 B.C. was a period of 
tremendous change. 
The subsistence economy during this period 
was based primarily on deer hunting and fishing, with 
supplemental inclusiorui of small mammal., birds, 
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reptiles, and shellfish. Various calculatiorui of the 
probable yield of deer, fish, and other food sources 
identified from some coastal sites indicate that 
sedentary life was not only possible, but probable. 
Further inland it seems likely that many Native 
American groups continued the previous established 
patterns of band mobility. These frequent moves would 
allow the groups -to take advantage of various seasonal 
resources, such as shad and sturgeon in the spring, nut 
masts in the fall, and turkeys during the winter. 
Early Woodland 
Brooks and Hanson (1987) noted significant 
changes in the demily and distrihution of upland 
tributary sites during the Woodland period in the Steel 
Creek area of the Savannah River Plant. Brooks 
proposed that as trihutary associated habitats became 
more productive with floodplain maturation that upland 
tributary terraces became areas of more permanent 
occupati~n. For the Savannah River area, the data 
suggested to Brooke that annual settlement ranges in 
the Early Woodland period were restricted to trihutary 
watershed.s (Sassaman et al. 1990:315). 
Artifacts typical of the Early Woodland in the 
Piedmont and Appalachian xegion consist of Dunlap 
and Swannanoa ceramics {similar to the Kellog focus of 
Northern Georgia). The Dunlap series is characterized 
by a medium to coarse sand paste, fabric impressions, 
and vessels with a simple jar or cup fonn. The 
Swannanoa ce-ramics, -with heavy crushed. quartz temper, 
are cord marked or fabric impressed conoidal jars and 
simple bowls. other surface treatments consist of simple 
stamping, check stamping, and smoothed plain (Keel 
1976:230). Early Woodland projectile point types 
consist of Savannah River Stemmed (and its variants) 
and Swannanoa Sterruned. 
Land UBS during the Eady Woodland period in 
the area suggests extensive use of the inter-riverine 
zone. Two sites (one in Greenville County and one in 
Laurens County) contained dense remairul and were 
located on the south face of a slope ad}acent to springs. 
Goodyear et al. (1979:230) suggest that these sites 
11reflect a fall-winter occupation period with subsistence 
activities primarily related to nut gathering and deer 
hunting. If these two sites in fact represent fall-winter 
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base camps it would represent a strong break with 
previous Archaic systems and their settlement strategies 
for exploiting inter-riverine biotic resources". Based on 
these previous studiesr Early Woodland sites are most 
likely to be found adjacent to springs or the upland 
terraces of tributaries. 
Middle Woodland 
The Middle Woodland period is found 
11virtually lacking" in the Laurens-Anderson inter-
riverine zone to the southeast. One densely occupied 
site in adjacent Laurens County was found in an 
unusually large floodplain of a rank 2 stream. Goodyear 
et al. stale that: 
[g]iven the habitation like character 
of this site, plus the large number of 
simple stamped bearing floodplain 
sites al~ng larger streams such as the 
Reedy River, it is tempting to see 
agriculture playing a role in the 
apparent re-orientation to :Hood-plain 
environments during the middle 
Woodland perioil in the Piedmont 
environment. In this regard, the 
middle Woodland period sites and 
their locations would seem to presage 
the late prehistoric Mississippian 
period pattern during the latter, 
where large agriculturally related 
villages were constructed along fertile 
stretches of floodplain (Goodyear el 
al. 1979:230-231). 
This new pattern is also reflected in the 
Savannah River Valley where Savannah terrace sites at 
the mouth of Upper Three Runs Creek were being 
occupied again for intensive settlement. Midden 
accumulations at several sites indicate long term 
occupation or repeated occupations of these sites by 
relatively large groups (Sassaman el al. 1990:315). 
P oltery typical of the Middle Woodland in the 
area consists of the Pigeon and Cartersville series. 
Pigeon is quartz ten1pered with surface treatn1ents of 
check stamping, simple stamping, and brushing. The 
Cartersville type is characterized by sand or grit paste 
with the primary surlaae treatment being cordmarbng, 
although there are also aheck stamped and simple 
stamped varieties. The Cartersville series ill thought to 
be closely related to the Deptford series on the Coast. 
Anderson and Schuldenrein (1985:720) sugge,t that 
Cartensville continues well into the Late Woodland 
period. Projectile points typically found in association 
with these pottery are the Pigeon Side Notched and 
Corner Notched types. 
T eating at 38LU107 (Wood and Gresham • 
1981) demonelrated that one of the most intensive 
occupations of this multicomponent site was during the 
Middle Woodland period. This site is located on • knoll 
adjacent to South Rabon Creek, near its confluence 
with North Rabon Creek. A numkr of features were 
encountered including a large, deep pit, post holes, and 
a stone hearth. This indicated that even sites on plowed 
knolls can and do produce subsurface features. 
Since the Middle Woodland period reflects a 
new pattern of settlement, questions regarding how 
quickly this change occurred and how the transition to 
horticulture affected their material culture should be 
examined. Clearly, this change did nOt occur over night 
and perhaps examination of radiocarbon dates from 
upland and. riverine sites during this transition period 
will begin to clarify questions regarding change in 
lifeways. 
Late Woodland 
Small triangular points which are generally 
believed to be diagnostic of the Late Woodland and 
Mississippian periods consisted of 12 examples in the 
Laurens-Anderson study. Ten of these were 
manufactured from quartz whJe the othec two where 
manufactured from either rhyolite or a Piedmont 
silicate. These projectile points were typ~ as 
11Mississippian triangulars 11 and included what they 
believed -were lTwharrie or Pee Dee T riangu}ar types and 
the HamJton Incurvate Triangular type. Napier and 
Connestee Series pottery are typical Late Woodland 
types for the Greenville County cegion. The Napier 
series is a fine sand tempered ware with fine complicated 
stamped designs. The Connestee series is a thin walled 
sand tempered ware with hru£hed or simple stamped 
surface decorations. There are also cord.marked, check 
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stamped, fabric impressed, and plain varieties (Trinkley 
1990). 
According to Sassaman et al. (1990:317) Late 
Woodland occupations in the Savannah River Valley 
consiiited of small habitation sites along all available 
terrace locatiorui of both tributaries and the Savannah 
River. This increeaing use of low-lying terraces suggests 
the mcreased exploitation of Jlooclplain habitats, perhaps 
including maize agriculture, although no direct evidence 
has yet been found al the Savannah River Site. 
Keel (1976) reported on the Garden Creek 
Mound No. 3 wbiah contained a dominant Connestee 
component based on George Heye1s 1915 examination 
of the mound. Later work al Garden Creek Mound No. 
2 examined a portion of a village with a large quantity 
of Conneatee remains. A number of post holes were 
exposed revealing one discemable square house with 
rounded corners measurinil about 19 by 19 feet in 
outline. In addition, there were a number rebe pits and 
hearth.. The hearth. mcluded both rock Llled and 
surface hearth.. There were a.l.o a number of burial pits 
(see Keel 1976:99; Figure 15). It iB Likely that 
Connestee sites in the region will contain similar 
features. 
Mississippian Period 
The South Appalachian Mississippian period, 
from about A.D. llOO to A.D. 1640 is the most 
elaborate level of culture attamed by the native 
inhabitants and is followed by cultural disintegrntion 
brought about largely by European diiieaBe.2 The period 
iii characterized by complicated stamped pottery, 
complex social organization, agriculture, and the 
construction of temple mounds and ceremonial centers. 
In the Appalachian i:egion, Mississippian 
pottery mcludes the PiBgah and Qualia series. Pisgah 
ceramics are tempered with unmodified river sand, 
although some earlier examples contain both river sand 
l Small pox was a major oause of death to a large 
number of Native Americana during t:he historic period. The 
smallpax epidemics of 1734 and 1783 reportedly killed half 
of !he Cherokee popuk.tion (Hatley 1 q93). 
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and cntBhed quartz. It is decorated with complicated 
stamping, check stamping and ladder-Like rectilinear 
patterns (Dickens 1970; Holden 1966). It should be 
noted that the Qualia series extend. well mto the 
historic period (ca.1500-1908) and iii characterized by 
complicated slampmg and bold incising. Other types 
described by Egloff (1967) include burnished, plam, 
check stamped, cord marked, and corncob impressed. At 
T uckaaegee brushed examplea were also identified (Keel 
1976). Other artifacts associated with the Mississippian 
period include triangular projectile pomts, flake 
scrapers, microtook, gravers, perforators, drill, ground 
stone objects (cells, pipes, and diiicoidals), and worked 
shell and mica (Keel 1976). 
Very Little evidence of Miiisiiisippian period 
occupation was found in the Laurens-Anderson inter-
riverine survey area to the southeast which iB not 
surprising given the focus on riverine resources during 
this time period. Very Little evidence of Missiiisippian 
occupation has been documented at the Savannah River 
Plant and no formal settlement-subsistence model has 
been created for this area (Sassaman el al. 1990:317). 
However, Anderson (1994) has provided a detailed 
examination of evidence for political change at 
Mississippian sites in the Savannah River Valley and 
should be consulted for more information. 
Excavations at large Mississippian sites in the 
Upper Piedmont include work at the J.C. Few site 
which was examined as a part of the Keowee-T oxaway 
Reservoir project sponsored by Duke Power Company 
(Grange 1972). Simpson's Field (38AN8) on the 
Savannah River was also investigated during the 
Richard B. Russell Reservoir studies (Wood et al. 
l 9B6). Work atthe Chauga site (380C47) in Oconee 
County evidenced occupation in the Early and Late 
Mississippian period. Ten stages of mound buildmg were 
found al the site along with huriala and paliiiades. There 
is evidence for increasing impoverishment of the 
residents through time, since burial. associated with the 
latest phases of mound building contained fewer grave 
good. than earlier phases in both the occupation during 
the Early MiBsissippian and tho Late Mississippian 
(Anderson 1994:303-305). Homes Hogue Wilson 
(1986) examined burials from the Warren Wilson site 
in western North Carolina and provided son1e 
preliminary conclusions regarding social structure based 
PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC BACKGROUND 
on location of burials according to age and sex. For 
instance, she found more males than females were 
buried under structure floors. These males included 
primarily those under 25 or aver 35 years old. She also 
found that individuals huried inside of structures were 
more likely to have burial goods than those buried in 
public areas. Burial feature types included pit burial., 
side-chambered burials, and central-chambeml burial.. 
Studies such as this can give great insight into the 
social organization of prehistoric eocieties. 
A number of mounds have been documented 
in Greenville County to the southeast. Laura M. Bragg 
(1918) reported on a mound at "Caldwell Plantation" 
measuring about 40 feet in diameter and five feet in 
height. The mound was trenched through the center, 
finding evidence of hearths at the apex, beneath of 
which was human xemai.ns, sassa.fras wood, soapstone 
and slate pipes, and a pobhed celt. A second mound, 
located off of Buncombe Road between Greenville, 
South Carolina and Hendersonville, Norlh Carolina 
was also examined. The mound was 100 feet in 
diameter and about 15 feet high. In addition to Indian 
artifacts, several slave bu.rials were inadverlently 
diaturbed. The investigators excawted a 15 foot square 
through the apei of the mound and then "a passage out 
to the east side11 • These excavations found evidence of 
sL'{ construction layers. J. Walter Fewkes also made 
collectiollB from mounds in the Greenville area although 
nothing is known about their context (UGA 1969). 
AS. Rowell (Rowell n.d.) reported a cave site 
to Laura Bragg which may have been occupied by 
lnd.iallB familiar with agriculture. The site was about 14 
miles from Piedmont, South Carolina on the banks of 
the Reedy River. The cave was about two feet high and 
five feet deep with a small level area in front of it. On 
one side of the opening was a 11square black which a 
mortar for grinding corn had been worked out" (Rowell 
n.d.).3 
The largest •mount of regional work has taken 
place in the N orlh Carolina mounlairu at sites such as 
T uckasegee, Garden Creek, and Warren Wilson. At 
3 Tb 11square blocll also rnay have been used for 
processing nuts -- or it could have been natural. 
T uckasegee a possible town house was uncovered 
measuring about 23 feet in diameter 'With a central 
hearth (Keel 1976). At Warren Wilson several roughly 
square structures were uncovered and they all measured 
on the average ahout 21 feet square. Burials were 
common iruiide of these houses and pit features were 
abundant. Artifact, at the Warren Wilson site included 
ceramics from the Swannanoa series up through the 
Pisgah Beries. (Dickew 1970). 
Historic Indians 
Fogel.on and Kutsche (1961:88-89) describe 
the laud. of the Lower Cherokee as "comparatively flat 
lands on the banks of the T ugaloo and Keowee Rivers 
and their branches in what is now northwestern South 
Carolina". Because of the advancement of the white 
frontier, there was a great deal of intertrikJ. strife and 
boundary rearrangements precipitated by the dislocation 
of tribes east of the Cherokee. With direct contact with 
the white pioneers war ensued and a number of 
Cherokee villages were destroyed. Both war and disease 
reduced the population dramatically. 
Swanton (1952) lists a numher of Lower 
Cherokee towns in the upstate in Oconee and Pickens 
counties and Sheriff (1991) and her elementary school 
students compiled data from various accounts and maps 
providing composite descriptioru; of various Lower 
Cherokee towns in South Carolina. Mooney (1928) 
estimates that the total Cherokee population was about 
22,000 in 1650. He states that in 1715 the Lower 
Cherokee had a population of about 2,100, although 
Swanton (1952:223) believes that this estimate is too 
low. In 1755, estimates for North Carolina gave five 
divisiollB of the tribe with a total of 2,590 people. They 
were forced further west, removing them from the area 
by 1838 although a few remained in the mountains as 
refugees until 1842. The Qualla Reservation in western 
North Carolina was set up for them at this time where 
a number continue to remain. A 1930s estimate placed 
the North Carolina population al 1,963 (Swanton 
1952:223). 
Historically, the Lower Cherokee used the 
western Piedmont of South Carolina as a hunting 
territory. The eastern limits of this hunting territory 
were defined by the presence of the Catawba Indians. 
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According lo Logan (1859) there was a common 
hunting ground between the Lower Cherokee and the 
Catawba lndian.s which encompassed the districts of 
Richland, Fairfield, Chester, and York. Hatley (1993) 
slates that the Cherokee hunting ground. had been 
rnodilied by years of purposeful intervention and some 
of the most productive hunting areas were the old field. 
and planting land.. 'These patches - soil licks, sand 
ridges, canebrakes, and old fields, maintained in a sere 
of young growth by light burning - provided a habitat 
where deer could predictably be found" (Hatley 
1993:212). 
Goodyear el al. (1979) suggest that a 
tran.slucent "Ridge and V all.ey"-like chert is the result of 
late prehistoric and/or Cherokee aclivities.4 In looking 
for an archaeological correlation, they found that these 
trarulucent "Ridge and V all.ey"-like che.rts are mainly 
restricted to piedmont counties west of the Broad River. 
The settlen1ent pattern for the village sites and 
individual house sites was at the base of hill. adjacent to 
tillable land and sources of fresh water. If arable land 
was abundant, houses would sometimes be clustered in 
the middle of field. (Fogel.on and Kutsche 1961:90). 
The Bea.Eonal planting cycle seems to have strongly 
affected the rhythm of eighteenth century Cherokee !Je. 
Small hunting parties went out horn late October to 
the early spring, with sho.rter hunting trips during the 
summer (Gearing 1958:1150). Often, these summer 
hunting forays look place only after the com was 
planted and before it was ready to be harvested 
(Fogelson and Kutsche l 9bl). 
Bartram describes their pattern of settlement: 
An Indian town is generally so 
situated, as to be convenient for 
procuring game, seCUie from sudden 
invasion, having a large district of 
excellent ~rable land adjoining, or in 
l.ts ·vicinity, if possible on an isthmus 
betwixt: two waters, or where the 
doubling of a river forms a peninsula. 
'Goodyear el al (1979) provide no firm statement 
as to whether or not the chert;, indeed Ridge and Valley. 
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. . . At other times however they 
choose such a aonvenient fertile spot 
at some distance from their town, 
when circumstances will not admit of 
having both together (Bartram 1928 
[1791]:400-401). 
Artifacts associated with the historic Cherokee 
include the previously discussed Qualia ceramic type. It 
should be noted that Egloff (1967:68-75) argues that 
there is marked variation in Qualia ceramics between 
the Georgia and South Carolina town.s, the North 
Carolina towns, and the Tennessee towns. This 
argument was later bolstered by evidence from 
Tuckasegee (Keel 1976). In addition lo Qualia 
ceramics, small triangular projectile points are also 
typical, as well as evidence of European interaction. 
The Cherokee town of T omassee (380Cl 86), 
situated on a terrace overlooking Tamaesee Creek in 
Oconee County, was tested to evaluate the condition of 
the site following deep plowing and vandalism by 
pothunters (Smith et al. 1988). The work identified the 
presence of an eighteenth century Cherokee occupation. 
Fo.rtunately, the south half of the site remains in 
pasture and the landowner has agreed lo cease deep 
plowing on the presently disturbed portion of the site. A 
number of pit features dating lo the Cherokee 
occupation were uncovered and excavated. Posts 
associated 'With a rectangular or square structure 
measuring at least 20 feet on one side were identiti.ed. 
In addition, there were two historic Cherokee burials. 
One infant burial was accompanied._ by a necklace of 
121 small, wire wound barley com beads and two pairs 
of silver ball and cone earrings, one pair in each ear. 
They believe that these kind. of grave goods place the 
date of the burial after circa 1750 (Smith el al. 
1988:42). An exlended adult burial was also located 
which contained 12 metal bu\tons (Smith el al. 
1988:44). 
Work at Estatoe (380C47) by Miller (195q) 
and Kelly and de Bailleu (1960) indicates that the 
mound had a series of building level.. A series of 
struclur.- was built on the apex with a central fire pit. 
The final mound construction is believed lo be 
contemporary with the final phases of construction at 
T ugalo and Chauga. The Estatoe site is located on the 
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west bend of the T ugaloo River on a slight ridge and is 
contamed by a large bend in the river (Egloff 1967:7). 
The Chauga site (380Cl), however, does not appear lo 
date as far into the protohistoric period as Estatoe 
(Egloff 1967). 
In the past Gerald Schroedl and Brett Riggs 
have held archaeological field school. al the Chattooga 
Site in Oconee County. They located house sites as well 
as the council house during the first season of 
investigations. Work during the second season focused 
on the excavation of the council house. These 
excavatioru revealed a porlion of the ext:erior wall, 
interior benches, and central floor. Datable artifacts at 
the site places the structures use between about 1720 
and 17 40. The f!oorplan of the council house was 
found to be comparable lo those found al mid 
eighteenth century Overhill Cherokee townhouses 
(Schroedl and Riggs 1990a, 1990b). 
Qualla phase ceramics were also predominant 
at the T uckasegee site in North Carolina. Here, no 
dwelling houaea were excavated, but a townhouse was 
uncovered. The oircukr townhouse waB 23 feet in 
diameter with a central hearth. A.R. Kelly and R.S, 
Neitzel (1961:24) describe a similar hearth from the 
Chauga site in Oconee County which belonged lo 
hii!toric Chernkee. Th;. hearth was believed to have 
ceremonial implicatioru (Keel 1 q76). 
Michael Harmon (1986) has reviewed hlstoric 
Cherokee sites inundated by the Keowee-T oxa\Vay 
Reservoir. The work done here in the late 1960s was a 
salvage project rather than a ~tural resource 
management project and, therefore, did not obtain any 
detailed data on the sites investigated. Nonetheless, of 
the 3C) sites inve~igated, ten contained evidence of 
eighteenth century Lower Cberokee occupation through 
the presence of Qualia ceramics and eighteenth century 
European ceramics on the same site. Harmon1s 
emphasis was the examination of the use of European 
artifacts in Cberokee culture rather than the geographic 
settings of these sites. However, this has previously been 
discussed through Barlram1s accounts and other works 
(e.g. BeUBchel 1 q76; Kelly and de Bailleu 1960; Smith 
et al. lq88) and applies lo the Keowee-Toxaway sites. 
Historic Svntheeis 
Oconee County's early hi.tory ill the hi.tory of 
the Cherokee (for more detatled information see Hatley 
1993 and Trinkley et al. 1995:23-39).Mills observed 
that, "previous to the treaty with the Cherokee Indians, 
made by Govemer Glen in 1755, few or no emigrations 
extended as high up the country, as where Pendleton 
district ii> now located" (Mill. 1972 [1826):671). 
Shortly after the treaty, the area was gradually opened, 
although settlement tended lo be focused on the 
southern boundary. Even as late as 1769 the Indian 
Boundary Line excluded the northwest corner of the 
slate, excluding what would become Pendleton and 
Greenville dii!tricts. 
During the American Revolution the Cherokee 
became pawru in the hand. of the upcountry whigs and 
loyalists. The old voices of colonial manifest destiny 
were united with the whig philosophy of freedom and 
independence and an effort was advanced to rernove the 
Indian threat. To achieve their goal. the whigs quickly 
devised an intercolonial campaign with troops from 
several colonies penetrating the tribal territory for the 
purpose of destroying the Cherokee. A. in the past, the 
campaign was marred by poor planning, poor 
coordination, and paor leadership, but it did sncceed in 
serioUBly damaging the Cherokee landscape, with one 
participant rioting that the Cherokee "were reduced to a 
slate of the most deplorable and wretched being often 
obliged to subsist on insects and reptiles ol every kind11 
(Hatley 1993:1%). Soconee, Keowee, Sugar Town, 
Estatoe, T ugaloo, T amassee, Cheowee, and EW1taste 
were burned and field. Eull of crops were destroyed. 
The Cherokees were to face at least seven 
major offensives before the Revolutionary War was over. 
(Milling 1969:320-321). Each attack was similar lo 
the previous and eventually the Cherokee will was 
broken. With only a handful of intact settlements intact 
and many of her people starving, the Cherokees sued for 
peace, signing two separate treaties. The first was 
signed on May 20, 1777 at De Witt's Comers. Here the 
Cherokee surrendered nearly all their remaining 
territory in South Carolina, mcluding the present 
counties of Greenville, Anderson, Pickens, and Oconee. 
The Indians, however, were permitted to remain in the 
ceded Indian territory, "by paHtical indulgence" and it ill 
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dear that they began lo rebuild a number 
of their Lower Towns in Oconee Connty 
(Milling l 9b9:319). A second treaty was 
s;gned on July 20, 1777 al the Long Island 
of the Holston. Here the Cherokee ceded 
everything they possessed east of the Blue 
Ridge, fulfilling the colonial South 
Carolina lust for land and driving the 
Cherokees (at least on paper) "beyond the 
mountains.u 
Tb opened the flood-gales of 
settlement. WhJe there continued to be 
conflicts with the Cherokees through about 
1792, these did little to slow down the 
settlement of Carolina's new frontier. In 
1798 Pendleton became an independent 
judicial district and in 1826 it was further 
divided between Pickens (to the north) and: 
Ande113on (to the south), with modern 
Oconee County contained within Pickens. 
The Chewkee sold their last remaining 
South Carolina land in what iB today 
Oconee in 1816 (Holder 1991:1). 
By l 82b Mills noted that 
- Pendleton was "an agricultw:al district, in ~---ar_e_a·---------------------~ 
the true sense of the term" (Mills 1972 
[1826):683). The area consiBted of small farmB, largely 
planting subsistence crops. ThiB iB at least partially 
reflected by the 1810 censne, when there were 19,364 
whites and only 3,485 African American slaves (the 
latter representing about 15% of the population). By 
1830 the percentage of slaves had grown, but the 
district (by then known as Pickens) was still 
predominated by small farms. There were 11,607 whites 
and 2,86Q slaves. 
Figure 6 shows the portion of Mills' map of 
Pendleton DiBtrict covering the project area. Although 
the E .. t Fork iB shown, Indian Camp Creek iB not. In 
fact, the entire area iB blank (as ie much of the region), 
a clear indication that settlement was not only slow in 
the region, but that Mills found few small farmers 
willing to subscribe lo hiB Atlas. 
On the eve of the Civil War, the 1860 census 
reported that 22"/o of the 19,639 residents were African 
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American slaves. Of the 529 slaveholde,s in the district, 
just over a fifth of these held only one slave and nearly 
93% held 10 or fewer slaves. There were 1301 farms in 
Pickens District. While there were 10 farmB between 
500 and 1,000 acres (there were none over 1,000 
acres)i the average size was only about 86 acres. The 
agricultural production of the region was dominated by 
wheat, corn, and sweet potatoes, with tobacco being only 
significant caBh crop. Only 939 bales of cotton were 
produced in 1859, placing Pickens third lowest in 
production, ahead of only Georgetown and Horry 
diBtricts. WhJe farmers elsewhere sought out the 
railroad as a means of more cheaply getting crops 
(especially cash crops) the mackets, the Blue Ridge 
Railroad, originally conceived to connect Charleston to 
the deep interior, never reached further than Walhalla. 
The Civil War had relatively little impact on 
the farmers in the Oconee County area and even aft:er 
the war, the region remained rural and dominated by 
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small farms. Oconee 
was divided from 
Pickens by the 1868 
constitution. 
In 1884 
there were 300 
farms worked by 
whites, averaging 
about 50 acres in 
size, while there were 
about 100 farnw 
worked by African 
Americans and these 
farms were about 30 
acres on average. It 
was noted that, "the 
general practice of 
farmers in the 
county is to raise 
their own supplies in 
bread and meal, 
cotton being only 
raised as a surplus 
(Anonymous 1884). 
The 19 gillll in the 
county yielded about 
0 
2,500 bales of cotton - a dramatic increase from the 
antebellum, but rnll small compared to ekewhere in the 
state. 
:rhe Air Line Railroad (now called the 
Southern Railroad) was built through Oconee in the 
1870s, helping to create the towns of Senec·a and 
Westminister. Other railroad towns, such as Fort 
MadUion and Richland, did not survive the initial 
enthusiasm and have disappeared. T exti.les came into 
the region by the 1890s (Holder 1991:2). 
By 1900 there were 3,249 farms in Oconee 
County, averaging 102.5 acres in me (although the 
majority were between 20 and 50 acres). About 77% of 
these were operated by whites, with the remaining 23°/o 
in the hands of African Americans. Of the white farms, 
two-fifths were owned, and just over a 47o/o were 
operated by share croppere. Of those farmB operated by 
African Americans, only 1 Oo/o were owner-operated and 
over three-quarters were operated by share croppers. The 
agricultural census continues to reveal a relatively 
diverSified range of crops. In addition, cotton was 
.gradually becoming more important, with a production 
of just over 9,500 bales in 1899. This placed Oconee 
fifth from the bottom, ahead of Horry, Georgetown, 
Dorchester, and Charleston counties. 
By the 1930s the region was evidencing early 
sigru of the Depression. There were 4,438 farrIUl 
reported, with an average size of 56 acres, down from 
64 acres in 1920. A total of 97,579 acres were held by 
ownere, while an additional 138,753 were tilled by 
tenant.. Ownership had declined from 1,526 in 19'.lO 
to 1,344 in 1930, while the number of tenants 
increased from 2,093 in 1920 to 2,944 in 1930. 
Edgar observes that, "local agencies could not cope with 
the magnitude of the worsening crisis. Seventeen 
counties (including Oconee] had an unemployment rate 
of greater than 30 percent" (Edgar 1998:500). 
Two programs were of special importance to 
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Oconee County. The Civilian Conservation Corps 
(CCC) was a vastly popular program whioh involved 
young men between 17 and 25. They were allowed to 
participate for six-month stints for up to 2 years. 
Participants received $30 a month, of which $:2.3 was 
sent home to their parents. By 1939 nearly 50,000 
South Carolinians had been CCC workers stationed at 
30 camps scattered across the state - including one 
only about 5 miles south of the Fish Hatchery on SC 
107. The CCC was responsible for a variaty of 
conservation-oriented projects, including the 
development of the slate park system (Edgar 
1998:502). An equally popular program was the Works 
Progress Administration {WP A). This agency employed 
individual. to build highways, bridges, schools, waler 
and sewer systems, and other hardscape features. 
A. late as 1939 this section of Oconee County 
continued to he sparsely settled. Figure 7 reveal. that 
the National Fores! had incorporated huge tracts of 
timber in an area of few settlements. The CCC camp is 
shown south of the Fish Hatchery, but otherwise, there 
will little activity in the region. 
A Brief History of the Walhalla Fish Hatchery 
In 1935 the State of South Carolina and 
Oconee County purchased about 94 acres of land from 
the Whitewater River Lumber Company and deeded the 
property to the United States Government for the 
purpose of "Fish Culture Statione and Rearing Pools 
for the propagation of Fish." This was, however, clearly 
an arrangement with a much longer history, since the 
Bureau of Sports Fisheries, Commerce Department, 
apparently t~k possession of the site, and was involved 
in oonelruclion, al least by Augu.t 1934. At that time 
the site was known as the Indian Ca.mp Fish Culture 
Station. 
---~-- ----·---- -----
Information provided by the S.C. Department 
of Natural Resources 
reveal. that the 
property could · be 
traced back at least to 
a February 4, 1828 
,. 
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igure 8. Plat of the 94 acres conveyed by the Whitewater River Lumber Co. in 1935. 
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grant tc Peter Keys. A 
plat of that properly, 
made in 1934, fails to 
shown any 
development on the 
tract (Figure 8), 
although given the 
natiu:e of the terrain, 
it seenw likely that any 
settlement undertaken 
hy Keys m his 
descendants would 
have been in the 
vicinity of the fish . 
hatchery. 
Regardless, a 
brief station history is 
provided by the 1945 
Buroou of Sports 
Fis/1en'es Annual 
Repon, which reveal. 
that the fish hatchery, 
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also known as the Chattooga F;,,h Hatchery, was 
constructed through the cooperation of the Bureau of 
Fisheries, the Forest Service, and the WPA. The 
hatchery was completed by 1937 and the fuet 
production of tish was in the fall of 1937. 
It was truly a cooperative effort. The Forest 
Service provided the phone service for the hatchery in 
exchange for notification of forest fires. In addition, the 
Forest Service also acquired the watershed of Indian 
Camp Creek in order to eruiure a clear supply of water, 
as well as graded the 1.8 miles of road into the 
hatchery. In 1946 the Forest Service acquired an 
additional :30,000 acres of land, completely surrounding 
the fish hatchery site. 
The buildings at the site were constructed hy 
combined CCC and WP A work crews, perhaps stationed 
at the camp to the south (see Figure 7). The 
constructed buildings included: 
The hatchery building ill single story 
with attia, concrete floor except for, 
office, stone construction, native 
hewn boards on roof. 36 ft. - 8 in. 
By 81 ft. - 1 in. Long. Contains 
office room, meat room, toilet and 
hatchery with full attic. Cost 
$10,000. Value $10,000. 1937. 
The shop-garage is single story, 
frame, rouiih edge unfinillhed stained 
clap-board siding, sawed cypress 
shingle roof, 601611 x 321611 , concrete 
floor throughout, contains space for 
two truck. and work shop. Cost 
$3,000. Value $3,000. Built 1937. 
Quarters No. 1, superintendent's 
residence, 11/J storyr framer rough 
edge unfinillhed stained alap-board 
siding, ni;ttive hand hewn boards on 
roof, front and back porches with 
rock floors, full basement with 
concrete floor and rock wall 
foundation sides, five roams and bath 
with tile floor downstairs and two 
large attic roomB upstairs, soft: pine 
floors throughout, interior finillh of 
white pine with clear shellac and 
varnishr except bathroom and 
kitchen which are painted. 38' x 25'. 
Cost $8,000. Value $8,000. Built 
1937. 
Quarters No. 2, fish culturist's 
residence, single story, frame, rough 
edge unfinillhed stained clap-board 
siding, sawed cedar shingles on roof, 
front and back porches with rock 
floors, rock foundation, four-rooms 
and bath, soft pine floors, interior 
finish of white pine with dear shellaa 
and varnish, except bathroom which 
is painted. 371 x 25 1• Cost 
$4,500.00. Value $4,500.00. Built 
1937. 
Quarters No. 3, tish culturi.st's 
residence, same in every respect as 
quarters No. 2. 
Quarters No. 4, single men's, single 
story, frame, rough edge unfinu.hed 
siding, clap-board style, stained, 
sawed cedar shingles on roof. front 
and back porches with rock floors, 
rock foundation, partial basement 
unfin;,,hed, contain. kitchen, large 
dining room and living room, five 
small bed-rooms, shower bath only, 
interior finu,h of white pine dark 
stained and varnillhed except kitchen 
whiah iB painted. 69'6" x 30'. Cost 
$6,000.00. Value $6,000.00. Built 
1937. 
During the 1950s the original round fish 
rearing tanks were replaced by the three rectangular 
tank. currently in place. In the 1960s an additional 
office and shop were corutructed and, in 1994, public 
restrooms were in.tailed in the hatchery area. In 1990 
the tish rearing tank. were modified with the addition of 
an oxygen supplementation !:l)'Stern. 
In 1996 the Walhalla National F;,,h Hatchery, 
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described as incorporating 76.2 acres and under the 
control of the U.S. Fish and WJdlife Service, was 
conveyed lo the Stale of South Carolina (Public Law 
104-265). Since that time the state has either replaced 
or renewed the septic tank field associated with the 
public reatrooms and is currently involved in the 
planning of a new education buJding and visitor's 
center. 
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A. previously indicated, the primary go.1 of 
this survey are to identify, record, and assess the 
significance of archaeological sites within the proposed 
building site footprint, staging area, and utility corridor. 
No major analytical hypotheses we;e created prior to the 
field work and data analysis. This research design 
proposed for this study is fundamentally explorative and 
explicative. 
AB previou..sly mentioned, the survey areas were 
to be staked prior to our survey. Upon arrival at the 
Fish Hatchery we discovered that the general area had 
been flagged, but the specific building footprint had not 
been determined. A. a result, instead of needing to 
survey an area of about 0.2 acre (a 1,800 ft2 building 
footprint, an additional 1,800 ft2 for staging, and a 
6,000 f\2 utility corridor), we were confronted with an 
area measuring approximately 200 by 120 feet (24,000 
ft2 or about 0.5 acre), plus the utility corridor (6,000 
ft2 or about 0.1 acre), for a total of 0.6 aare. 
The O.b acre tract was examined lliling a 
systematic intensive survey methodology that examined 
the entire acreage for archaeological and historical 
resources. An archaeological survey was conducted 
Wiing shovel tests placed at 50 foot intervals on 
transects also spaced at 50 foot intervals. A series of 
two transects were established outside the fenced area in 
the vicinity of the building and staging area, each with 
a total of five shovel tests. Four shovel tests were 
excavated within the utility corridor, as a single line of 
shovel tests at 50 foot intervals. Finally, four additional 
shovel tests were excavated within the fenced hatchery 
area, south of the main building site, since the site 
manager, Mr. Andy Algood, indicated that a deck was 
proposed to extend into this area. 
A. a result of this survey 18 shovel tests were 
excavated in the areas identified to llil as involved in the 
construction activities (Figure Q). 
All shovel tests were approximately one-foot 
square and were excavated to sterile subsoiL UBually 
about 1.0 to 1.5 feet below the surface. All soils were 
screened through 1/4-inch mesh and soJ profiles were 
recorded as appropriate, using Munsell soil colors. All 
shovel tests were backfilled at the completion of the 
work. 
No deviations of the proposed methodology, 
other than covering a larger area than proposed, 
occurred during the inveStigations. 
Results of the Axchaeoheical ~ey 
The investigation revealed that the area north 
of the hatchery fence exhibits a slight terrace for about 
50 feet, then begins to slope steeply to the north. The 
southern !me of shovel tests were placed north of the 
fence, but on the terrace. The northern line of shovel 
tests were placed about 10 feet up the slope. A. a result, 
the shovel tests on the terrace exhibited relatively deep 
soils, largely resulting from down slope soil erosion. The 
western-n1ost test on the terrace line, for example, 
yielded 1.9 feet of dark brown (10YR4/3) loam. Below, 
to a depth of 2.2 feel (where the shovel test terminated) 
was a stiff reddish-brown (2.5YR4/4) clay or clay loam. 
Toward the east end of the haruect the depth 
diminished, so that we found only 1.0 foot of dark 
brown (10YR4/3) loam over the reddish-brown 
(2.5YR4/4) clay or clay lo=t. 
Upslope the profiles tended to be more 
coruistent, with about 1.0 foot of dark brown 
(10YR4/3) to brown (10YR5/3) loam overlying a red 
(2.5YR4/8) clay. 
At the west end a number of recent 
depressions, some with fresh expose soil, were pointed 
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from the survey area. 
LikeWe1 at the 
eastern edge of the 
building footprint, 
we noticed. an area of 
extensive brambles 
and other waste 
vegetation. ThiB was 
identilied to us as 
the location of a 
newly imtalled septic 
tank field. A porlion 
of this field was 
identilied in the 
eastern-most shovel 
test on the upslope 
transect, where the 
profile revealed 
mixe·d soils 1 
dominated by 
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orange, red, and 
brown clays and clay 
loams from the 
igure 10. The Fish Hatchery Building, east and norlh (fro,.;t) facades. 
surlace down to the termination of the shave! test at 1.5 
feet. 
Within the fenced hatchery area, the tests 
revealed about 1.0 foot of brown (10YR5/3) loam 
overlying red (2.5YR4/8) clay. It appears that this area 
was also just beyond the floodplain and has been graded 
down during the initial construclion. Our shovel tests 
were rev.,l;ng both graded areas which have had topeoJ 
added and also slope areas with intact horu:ons. 
None of the shovel tests, however, produced 
any cultural remaim. A few twentieth century items (all 
likely related to the fish hatchery operation) were 
observed on the surface, probably from being tossed over 
the fence. None were collected and the refuse in tbs 
area is not adequate to identify the area a!l trash dwnp. 
During the archaeological investigation we 
identified two architectural sites within the immediate 
project area (see figure 9). Since these resources had 
not previously been identilied, a Statewide Survey Site 
Form was completed and two or more black-and-white 
photographs were taken. Control numbers were assigned 
by the Survey Staff of the S.C. Department of Archives 
and History. The Site Forms for the two resources 
newly identified during this study have been submitted 
to the Deparlment of Archives and History. 
Site U/73/0000/5080015.00 coruists of the 
hatchery buJding, huilt by WP A and CCC labor in 
1937 (Figure 10). The huilding is 116 stories of stone 
construction with a lateral gable roof, now covered with 
compoaition shingles. There is a small porch at the 
main entrance exhibiting diagonal support braces. There 
is a massive stone chimney on the east exterior end. 
Attached to the norlh facade, at the entrance is a brass 




Loch Leven Trout 
The only alterations to the building are the attachment 
of a recent electrical line on its east elevation and the 
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the fisb hatchery 
facih!ies to the 
south.,...i (Figuw 
igure 11. Superintendent'• House, wed {front) and south facades. 
11). This is a l1/z 
story frame .truc\ure 
set on a stone 
foundation and ck! 
in -rough sawn 
W>Oa!herhoadi~. It 
has a laternl gable 
roof with three gable 
dormers across th!;!: 
front and reat. On 
the gable end. there 
is p:ickel-.fun<:e 
palt.m boards used 
as a wide band of 
trim. There is a 
ain~le gab!~ end 
stone chimney and a. 
wide perch on the 
front and •=Her 
The hatchery building iB single story 
with attic, concrete floor sxoept for 
office1 stone coustructiolJ., nafive 
hewn boanls on roof. 36 ft. • 8 in. 
By 81 ft. · 1 in. Long. Contains 
office room, meat Toom, toilet and 
hatchery with full attic. Cos! 
$10,000. Value $10,000. 1937 
(Ms. on file, S.C. Deparlmen! of 
Natural Resources). 
Site U/73/0000/5080015.0l are the conarete 
fish rearing tank just W>Ost and northwest of tbe 
hatchery building. These at-grade rectangular tank were 
constructed in the mid-1950, to replace the original 
drculo.r tanks built by the WPA and CCC workers. 
Although the loss of these original tank w regrettable, 
the existing faoilities are inU.d, with the only 
modification being the addi!ion of an oxygen 
supplementalion system in 1990. This addition does 
not dramatically change the appearance or integrity of 
the rearing tank .. 
Site U/7310000/5080016.00 is the 
•uperm!endent's house, •ituated on a hill overlooking 
26 
porches On the rear. 
The windows have 2/2 and 2/1 sashes. 
Tbs building was originally described by the 
Bureau of Sports. Fisheries as: 
Quarters No. l 1 superintendent's 
residence, 11/4 story. frame-, ruugh 
edge unfini.shd rlained clap· k.rd 
siding, native hand hewn boards on 
roof, front and back pcrche, with 
rock floors, full b .. ement with 
ooncrete floor and rock wall 
foundation •ides, five room. and bath 
with !ile floor dowustairs and two 
large attio rooms upstairs, soft :Pine 
floors throughout, interior fuush of 
white pine with dear shellac and 
varnish, except bathroom and 
kitchen which are painted. 38' x 25'. 
Cost $8,000. Value $8,000. Built 
1937 (M•. on file, S.C. Department 
of Natural Re,ources). 
The alterations on tbs structure axe remarbbly limited. 
The rear porch ha. been enclosed, but th;,, is not 
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imrnediatoly noticeable. Storm widows have been added 
and there ;. what appears to be mfJ1 added as railing to 
the front porch. Some sashes appear to be replaced and 
the house, rather than being ff\ained, has been painted. 
Otherwise, it is in excellent condition. 
To the rear of th;. house IB the shop garage 
and a garage, both identified as 
U/73/0000/5080016.01. The shop-garage was 
described in 1945 as: 
The shop-garage is single story, 
frame, rough edge unfinished stained 
clap-hoard siding, sawed cypress 
shingle roof, 60 1611 x 3216 11 , concrete 
floor throughout, contains space for 
two trucks and work shop. Cost 
$3,000. Value $3,000. Built 1937 
(Ms. on file, S.C. Department of 
Natural Resources). 
It remains in excellent condition and the only apparent 
rnodificatiollil are the addition of roll down bay doors, 
painting, and a composition shingle roof. 
The other garage IB probably intended for use 
by the superintendent. Although it was not mentioned 
in the 1 q45 account of buildings, the construction 
techniques are identical to those found elsewhere on the 
&ite. The garage is set on a rough hewn stone 
foundation and is of · rough hewn weatherboard 
construction. Again, the only apparent modifications 
are the addition of a roll-down door, painting, and a 
composition shingle roof. 
The criteria for eligibility to the Na ti on al 
RegIBter of Historic Places ;. described by 36CFR60.4, 
which states: 
the quality of significance in 
American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and culrure 
is present in districtsr sites, buildings, 
strnclures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, 
n1aterials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association, and 
a. that are associated with events that 
have made a significant contribution 
to the broad patterns of our btory; 
or 
b. that are associated with the lives of 
persons significant in our pastj or 
c. that embody the distinctive 
aharacleristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction or that 
represent the work of a master, or 
that possess high artiatic values, or 
that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose. 
components may lack individual 
distinction; or 
d. that have yielded, or may be likely 
to yield, informati~n imporlant in 
prehistory or history. 
Given the relatively limited data available for 
the properties, we have focused on evaluating many of 
these sites using National Register Criterion C, 
foc1.uring on the site-'s "distinctive oharacleristics." Key 
to this concept lli the llisue of integrity. 'fhIB means that 
the properly needs to have Tetained, essentially intact, 
its physical identity from the btoric period. Given the 
importance of the WP A and CCC activities to South 
Carolina and Oconee County, it is aka appropriate to 
evaluate them under Criteria A. 
Both of the identified sites at the Walhalla 
F;.h Hatchery are recommended as eligible for the 
National RegIBter. Further work may identify additional 
structures at the fish hatchery which are al.o eligible. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The 0.6 acre proposed buJding tract at the 
Walhalla Fillh Hatchery was investigated using inteDBive 
shovel testing. Tbe survey was conducted using 
lraDBecls spaced at 50 feet, with shovel tests excavated 
at 50 foot intervals along the lra.DBecls. 
The survey tract is located in the northwestern 
comer of Oconee County in the Blue Ridge 
physiographic region. Tbe topography in the project 
area is best described as a gorge edge, with a mixture of 
features typically found on floodplairu and on the 
·--steeper side slopes. The area has been somewhat altered 
by the construction of the fuh hatchery during the 
1930s. 
Areas of Erutinp' Distnrhance 
There are fuh burial pits at the western edge of 
the survey tract, in an area which also appears to have 
ken artificially flattened. A± the east edge of the survey 
tract there ill another diJiturbed area, resulting from the 
construction of a septic tank drain field several years 
ago. Both of these activities have apparently taken place 
since the property was taken over by the S.C. 
Department of Natural Resources. At the south edge of 
the tract, within the hatchery fence, there is an area 
which appears lo have been graded, probably during the 
original WP NCCC construction of the facility. 
Otherwille, the area exhibits little disturbance. 
The nearby buJdings, in partioular, have been well 
maintained and appear to have had only very minor 
moditicat-ions over the years. 
Examination of Slopes and Identified Sites 
The aTChaeological invesTii!alions faJed to 
identi£y any cultural remains, excepting a very few trash 
items whiah appear to have been disposed of over the 
hatchery fence. 
The survey area coruisted of a fairly narrow 
terrace, about 50 feet in width, while to the north the 
buJding site exhibits a very sleep slope (probably in 
excess of 40%). Shovel testing on the terrace found 
deep soJ., hkely the result of gradual downelope erosion. 
Shovel tests on the slope also exhibited well defined 
horizons and, surprisingly, little erosion. 
The investigation revealed two architectural 
sites. Site U/73/0000/5080015.00 and 5080015.01 
represent the hatchery buJding (1937) and associated 
rearing tanks (c. 1955).The hatchery buJding was built 
by the CCC and WP A and the rearing tanks, while 
replacements, are integral elements of the site complex. 
These are recommended eligible for inclusion in the 
National Regillter under Criteria A and C. 
The rearing tank. will be within 50 feet of the 
new buJding, while the hatchery building will be within 
400 feet of the new construction. It ill likely that the 
new buJding, set at a higher elevation than the hatchery 
buJding, will have an intrusive impact on the NR 
eligible sites. 
Site U/73/0000/5080016.00 and 
5080016.01 represent the superintendent's house, ~n 
associated garage, and the garage-shop buJding. All of 
these structures were buJt by the CCC and WP A in 
1937 and exhibit a high degree of integrity. They are 
recommended eligible for inclusion in the National 
Regillter under Criteria A and C. 
These buJdings are situated from 350 to 500 
feet east of the proposed new buJding. The elevatioru 
are very similar, although the superintendent's house 
may be slightly higher. It seems likely that the new 
education building and visitor's center may have an 
intrusive effect on the existing CCC structures. 
Management Recommendations 
To ensure that the S. C. Department of 
Natural Resources clearly understands the area 
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incorporated in this survey, the boundary trees were 
painted with double orange blazes, whJe the utility 
corridor was marked UBing orange crosses. All 
construction, construction staging, and earth disturbing 
activities mUBt be confined to this area. 
If the lead permitting agency, in coru;ultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Office, concurs 
that these struclures are eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register we recommend that the S.C. 
Department of Natural Resources work with the State 
Historic :Preservation Office to design a visitor's center 
and educational building that is in harmony with the 
existing rustic CCC slruclures. This may perhaps be 
accomplished by careful choice of building materials, as 
well as ensuring that the mass and scale of the new 
structure does not overwhelm the existing (generally 
small) buildings. 
Based on maps of the facility there are 
additional WP A/CCC buildings on the properly. 
Although these are no! within sight of the proposed new 
buildinii and have not been recorded by this study, they 
should be recorded and eValuated. We recommend !hat 
the S.C. Department of Natural Resources undertake 
this survey immediately. 
These buJdings have survived the past 50 + 
years with only minor modifications. We understand 
that the S.C. Department of Natural Resources has 
already contacted the Slate Historic Preservation Office 
to eUBure that the proposed architeo!ural design will not 
detract from the viewscape and that the integrity of the 
identified slruclures will be maintained. This is excellent 
and we encourage continued consultation on these 
architectural issues, both in compliance with the 
National Historic Preservation Act, as well as for 
compliance with South Carolina Code of Laws, 60-12-
10 el: seq., Protection of State Own~ or Leased Historic 
Properl:if!s. 
We also understand that their may be 
archaeological sites on the properly. For example, 
correspondence from the Bureau of Sports Fisheries in 
1945 made reference to the fish hatchery being on the 
site of an "Indian camp." In addition, the S.C. 
Department of Natural Resources Archaeologist, Mr. 
Chri. Judge, indicales that flakes have been found 
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around the manager's hoUBe (Mr. Chri. Judge, personal 
communication 2000). Since the site is being affected 
by a variety of minor activities - such a!! the fish 
burial. and the excavation for a septic tank field - we 
recommend that the entire parcel be intensively 
surveyed. This would allow the hatchery to more 
effectively manage any resources which might be 
identified. This, however, is ouly a recommendation and 
carries no requirement of law. 
It is possible that archaeological remains may 
be encountered in the survey tract during construction. 
Coru;lruction crews should be advised to report any 
discoveries of concentrations of artifacts (such as 
bottles, ceramics, or projectile points) or brick rubble to 
the project engineer, who should in turn report the 
material to the State Historic Preservation Office, or 
the S.C. Department of Natural Resources 
Archaeologist (the process of dealing with late 
discoveries is disCWlsed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3J). No 
funher land altering activities should take place in the 
vicinity of these discoveries until they have been 
examined by an archaeologist and, if necessary, have 
been processed according lo 36CFR800.13(b)(3). 
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